Historically, India has had strong local governments and probably drawing from this, is the spirit in which the country enacted the 73rd and the 74th constitutional amendment acts (CAA), in 1992 [1] . This amendment aimed at a redistribution of powers to enable local bodies which are closer to local issues to respond more quickly and efficiently, rather than relying on a distant central body. However, the practices in participatory planning in Indian cities have been, at best, tokenistic in nature in the face of the challenge of implementing an effective decentralisation processes. The paradigm of citizen engagement and participative planning today must shift from one of the traditional redressal of grievances to that of collaborative solution building bringing both the government and citizen together in the development of local areas. This paper aims to analyse and evaluate participative local area planning practices in India, particularly at the level of the smallest administrative unit, i.e. wards. The study has been categorised in mainly two aspects: institutionalised and non-institutionalised processes dealing with participation at the bottommost rung of planning. This study is an attempt to highlight successful models of engagement, institutional structure and processes that allow for effective participatory planning and to identify possible ways of overcoming challenges of inclusiveness, budgeting and financing and the disconnect between citizens and administration in this process.
Introduction
Participatory processes have been hailed as a robust method for improving development projects, assuring community buy-in and significant rates of implementation since the mid-90's, with multilateral organizations such as the United Nations and the World Bank, being strong advocates.
According to the World Bank, participatory planning is "a process that convenes a broad base of key stakeholders, on an interactive basis, in order to generate a diagnosis of the existing situation and develop strategies to solve jointly identified problems [2, 3] ". This process can vary significantly, depending on the methods used, the players involved, the source of financing, and its level of institutionalization.
The implementation of the UN's Local Agenda 21 is a good example of how citizen participative processes can serve different objectives, from environmental protection, to social development, local area planning, adaptation to climate change, or emergency responsiveness [4, 5] .
In India, the 73rd and the 74th constitutional amendments (CAA) enacted on 1st June 1993 extends constitutional status to municipalities, empowering people and locally elected representatives the power to act in common interest and have a say in how their communities should develop [6] . The amendment looks to empower the ward council as an enabling platform for local solutions to local problems to bridge the lacunae in bureaucratic top down schemes [1] .
The case studies following this section, exhibit diversity in participatory processes in India. The study has been categorised in mainly two aspects: institutionalised and non-institutionalised processes which cover initiative by citizens, government heads and other organisations, all of which deal with issues at the bottom-most rung of planning. The first part will deal with how the 74th amendment has been adapted across different states in the country, primarily through the constitution of ward committees and Area Sabhas. The second part, studies non-institutionalised initiatives across cities like Delhi, Mumbai, Pune and Bangalore, looking at the methodology and financial mechanisms adopted, and the stakeholders involved. The conclusions and discussion section highlights key recommendations and learnings from the examples that can essentially help make participatory planning processes more effective in urban areas in India.
Scope and Limitations
This paper aims to analyse and evaluate practices of participative local area planning in India, particularly at the level of the smallest administrative unit, i.e. administrative and electoral wards. This qualitative study is an attempt to highlight successful models of engagement and processes that allow for effective participatory planning and identify possible ways to overcome challenges faced in implementation. While the subject matter itself is broad, with varied contexts and examples to draw from, this particular paper will limit its scope of study to urban areas.
Institutionalised Efforts
Historically, India has had strong local governments. Before the British rule, local bodies comprised of residents administered villages throughout the country. It was from this system that Mahatma Gandhi drew inspiration and envisioned India's administrative system. It was also with that spirit in mind that the country enacted the 73rd and the 74th constitutional amendment acts (CAA), in 1992 [1] .
Both CAAs tackle the issue of decentralization and local government, while the 73rd CAA deals with rural settings, the 74th addresses urban areas. The 74th CAA establishes a three-tiered administrative system, with the empowerment of urban local bodies with civic functions − defined by state legislatures, together with the sources of revenue and election methods. At the local level in a municipality, citizens are empowered to participate in the municipality's political life through bodies known as ward committees [1] .
The ward committees were to be the vehicles of decentralised administration, initiating a bottom approach to city planning.
Ward Committees
India divides its urban areas, cities and towns, into electoral and administrative units, called wards. India's 74th CAA mandates the establishment of ward committees, comprised of one or more wards in the geographical area under a municipal corporation with a population of more than 300,000 people. States are required to enact or amend municipal regulations towards this objective, granting those committees with certain powers and responsibilities [1] . In general, ward committees are composed of elected representatives, a government officer and civil society participants, with responsibilities that include the recommendation and supervision of municipal budget in the ward-level.
Up to 2006, only 19 out of 29 states enacted related legislation, out of which only seven were actually implemented [7] . In most cases, the devolution of responsibilities was not accompanied by the devolution or creation of revenue sources to fund those responsibilities. Below is an in-depth look into the composition, functioning and powers of ward committees in cities in Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, and West Bengal.
Case 1: Cochin, Kerala
In 1996, the Government of Kerala decided to move away from the conventional approach and went in for large scale fiscal devolution and opted for full and immediate devolution of funds, designating 35%−40% of the state's development budget to the local selfgovernment institutions. The local governments received almost 90% of the funds to prepare their own schemes and implement them. The broad policy framework for the distribution of funds for urban areas were: 10% of funds in productive sectors not more than 50% on roads and at least 10% for Women component plan [8] . This was a direct departure from the traditional step-wise reform model of decentralization. To support the participatory process, Kerala carried out one of the most extensive adult education and empowerment programs in India's history [9] . Training occurred on three levels: state, district, and local. They also took measures to institute these changes, primarily by establishing the Committee on Decentralization of Powers. In 1999, the government comprehensively amended the Kerala Panchayati Raj Act of 1994, incorporating the lessons learned from feedback and interaction with the campaign. Implementing these changes quickly protected the People's Plan Campaign from losing ground when a new government came back to power. Although subsequent amendments were made to the Kerala Panchayati Raj Act and some of the decentralized powers were curtailed, local level planning continues, supported by the processes, institutions, and funding structure that they developed and institutionalized early on.
The success of decentralisation has seen success at different levels. Cochin has 74 ward committees, each connected to one electoral ward and with strong participation of neighbourhood groups and resident welfare associations. Ward committees' meetings in Cochin are generally open-ended, with participation via vocalization, when participants can raise their own issues and agree or disagree with prepositions by rising their voices or remaining in silence. However, the slow response of the municipal corporation to ward committees' requests, due to red tape, bureaucracy, and its own limited powers that require approval from the State, makes many citizens' organizations skeptical about ward committees' effectiveness.
Case 2: Mumbai, Maharashtra
Maharashtra has four municipal acts that govern its local urban bodies, and 19 out of its 23 municipal corporations have constituted ward committees. Ward committees are open for elected councillors, ward officers and, at maximum, three representatives of neighbourhood groups and resident welfare associations. However, only seven functioning ward committees have civil society representatives as members. Among their responsibilities, ward committees in Maharashtra have to deal with the redressal of citizens' grievances and make recommendations on expenditures and grant administrative approval and financially sanction ward-level projects of up to INR 5 lakhs (approximately only 0.2% of the collective development funds available to councillors in an administrative ward) [10] .
Maharashtra introduced its own Community Participation Law (CPL) to ensure the continuous funding from JNNRM, but did not enact it. The Community Participation Law also termed as the Nagar Raj Bill is an elaborate law that prescribes the structure, powers and functions of the Area Sabhas well as prescribes the constitution and governance of ward committees. As per the law the hierarchy of the representation after municipal body would be ward committees followed by area Sabhas [10] .
Legislation restricts the number of ward committees in Mumbai to no higher than 25, despite the city's 227 electoral wards and 24 administrative wards (each administrative ward is composed of 8−10 electoral wards). Until 2010, only 16 committees were constituted [10] , resulting in, on an average, 14 electoral wards make up a ward committee, with population between seven and eight thousand people each. Additionally, only seven ward committees included civil society representatives as participants, and only after a judicial decision. The process of selection of civil society representation is tightly controlled by councilors, making the committee to vulnerable to political pressures [10, 11] . Alongside the complex political pressures that are faced by ward committees their functions are further usurped by ALMs who are preferred by local governments to implement infrastructure and maintenance projects [10] .
While ALMs can be perceived as a duplication of ward committees the nature of their compositions and functioning are distinct. The ALMs are organised usergroups engaged in maintenance and operational services while ward committees voice concern of all citizens of the ward and have small planning and decision making roles. ALMs provide a channel of engagement for middle class residents to co-ordinate with the executive wing of the local government while ward committees are seen as channels of engagement for vulnerable groups [11] .
Case 3: Bangalore, Karnataka
The State government approved an ordinance [12] with amendments to the Karnataka Municipal Corporation Act in 1994 without any debate, and four years later, published the rules on ward committees. The state government can nominate up to five experts on municipal administration and two civil society representatives. The elected representatives and participants nominated by the State government, have equal voting rights, and this created conflict and resistance from the elected councillors [13] . There is very little defined in terms of qualification for nomination into the committee, the attendance required for the meeting by the officers or format of matters to be discussed [13] . The process of selection is often biased and not considered transparent. Furthermore, Karnataka's citizen participation law is void of real citizen power and influence, given the veto power awarded to the councillor [14] .
Despite disparate sizes and varying resident populations, wards receive a standard budget with no connection to their projects or property tax collection. Furthermore, ward committees do not have a budget under the State regulation, but only have administrative approval to works not exceeding a nominal 50,000 INR despite their multiple responsibilities (INR 100,000 in the case of Bangalore) [13] .
Up until 2010, the only municipal corporation to have implemented ward committees was Bangalore. Mangalore has an informal ward committee functioning since the 1980's. Bangalore has had functioning ward committees since 2004, after a brief run between 1999 and 2001 (Between April 1999 and November 2001). However, after the Municipal corporation elections of November 2001, the formation of ward committees was delayed by two and a half years and formed only in July 2004 [15] . Its regulation allows no more than 30 ward committees, which means committees usually comprise three or four wards and have between 10 and 15 thousand voters. Ward committees have an array of responsibilities, though these overlap with the functions of the municipal corporation. Under the supervision of the municipal corporation, committees in Bangalore are responsible for, among others, garbage collection, health immunization, slum improvements, citizens' grievance, numbering of streets and premises, apart from monitoring and supervising property tax collection, the utilization of budget grants, the execution of public works not exceeding one lakh rupees (this being subject to availability of the funds) and the issuance of birth and death certificates [13] . The allocated funds for projects form a very small percentage of the total average budget allocated to wards, ranged between 10 million INR to 40 million INR [16] .
Case 4: West Bengal
West Bengal is one of the few states to quickly constitute functional wards committees following the 74th CAA [13] . Presently West Bengal is constituted of 127 Urban Local Bodies with 2,819 wards, and among these Ward Committees have been constituted in 2,534 wards [17] .
The State introduced amendments to the West Bengal Municipal Act in 1994 and published ward rules in 2001. Under these regulations, each ward in a municipal corporation that meets the population requirements shall have its own ward committee, constituted both by elected and nominated members. Nominations come from the elected councillors and the number of nominated members is contingent on the population of the ward. Under 2,500 people, there are seven nominated members, additional members added with every extra 500 people up until 17 members. To ensure diversity in the committee, the rules state that at least two members must come from the community development societies created for West Bengal's poverty alleviation program (at least three if the committee has more than nine members). All members need to be residents of the ward [10] .
Ward committees do not do physical planning, but are required to prepare a list of schemes for deciding priorities, which is prepared and submitted within three months of the constitution of the committee. The list should be for two time frames, short-term (1 year) and long-term schemes (5 years). The participation in the preparation of the draft development plans is conducted with the widest range of stakeholders, building on existing grass root structures such as Ward Committees, Neighbourhood Groups (NHG), Neighbourhood Committees (NHC), and Community Development Society (CDS) [18] . Neighbourhood Groups (NHG) are constituted by 15−20 families and may have volunteers that work in micro neighbourhood scales in education, planning and health. All NHGs in a ward together form an Area Development Society (ADS) and the ADS in a municipality form a part of a registered society called the Community Development Society (CDS) [19] . Neighbourhood Committees (also known as MohollaSamitis) represent polling booth areas in civic elections and need a representation from at least 10% of residents of the area [20] .
The regulations allow the Ward committees in West Bengal to generate resources for the municipal corporation, 60% of which are available for committees to spend in projects in the ward. As sources of revenue, committees can use government lands for commercial use, private land for joint ventures, water bodies for pisci-culture or entertainment, among others. Ward committees can implement development projects, but do not have planning powers [10, 21] . However, ground realities show that one of the biggest drawbacks in the functioning of the ward committees have been the lack of funds for development work and that the committees have not been entrusted with any power to generate resources.
Additionally, the nominations of members to the committee, while mandated to be publically vetted, the system of selection ends up being completely up to the discretion of the councillor and leading to them becoming political organisations [13] .
Alongside decentralized administration and a bottom up approach to city planning, another premise of the 74th CAA was to set up democratic involvement of all citizens in the planning of urban areas. This goal though has not been achieved at a great extent in Indian cities due to a host of issues, pertaining to the structuring and language of the CAA, the institutional and financing gaps and the lack of clarity with regards to implementation processes.
The case examples are evidence to some clear challenges faced by ward committees alongside developments and strategies that have proven effective in supporting devolution of powers. Some of the challenges evident are:
• Restricted autonomy for ward committees -Many projects need state government approval -Political pressures and perceived threats of erosion of powers
• Erratic selection process of ward committee members and insufficient civil society representation • Lack of dedicated funding streams for projects • Limited capacity to conduct participative practises of planning and limited platforms for citizen engagement
On the positive side, the legislative provisions made in the states of Kerala and West Bengal may be considered as model ones, with many provisions providing frameworks for institutional, financial and capacity building support [10] . The provisions that allow for a percentage of generated revenues to be redirected back for ward works create an incentivised model for the ward. The educational program run by Kerala has been extensive with trainings running in state, district and local levels [9] .
Non-Institutionalised Initiatives
The historically top-down and high-level master planning approach for cities is typically been disconnected from smaller scale planning needs and the desired outcomes often stop short of successful implementation [1, 22] . Along with evident gaps between Master Plan proposals on paper and its on-ground translation, the limitation of the broad stroke approach to address local needs are emerging as significant pitfalls in the planning process. Adding to this, the complicated mesh of intergovernmental agency [23] makes it difficult to hold any single authority accountable, resulting in a sorry state of affairs on ground with citizens feeling helpless or apathetic to the situation. As a response from the end user, many programs and projects have been initiated to integrate citizen voice into existing planning process. While many of the projects mentioned below are citizen-led, projects such as Bhagidari in Delhi and LAP have been led by the government agencies. The Bhagidari scheme and the Local Area Planning (LAP) project of Municipal Corporation of Delhi, both have been categorized as non-institutionalized initiatives in this paper. The Bhagidari program was led by the then Chief Minister of Delhi and was never institutionalized and the program was discontinued after the completion of the minister's tenure. The USAID FIRE-D Local Area Planning process, similarly, did not become an institutionalized process. The cases discussed below look at the projects in the aspects of the methodology adopted, key players that made it possible and financing mechanisms concluding the on the positives and the learnings from them for effective participative processes.
City: Delhi
Context:
Delhi has seen a piecemeal planning approach. The restriction to recycle land (redevelop land) until the 2001 Master Plan meant that new development consistently happened outside of original municipal limits leading to unplanned sprawl. The city's severely constrained supply of land, coupled with its vague and broad Master Plan, created without population input, and single building code, has led to a significant difference between plan and reality. Also Delhi's direct connection to the federal government can be an impediment when it comes to managing dayto-day issues. The city municipal corporation has been inefficient in overcoming the shortcomings which have only become starker with the gradual increase of Delhi's population. The city has suffered with the increase of several urban issues, including water supply deficits and electricity theft.
Case 1: Local Area Planning (FIRE-D, US-AID)
Starting point and developments: Top-down approach. In order to deal with the inconsistencies between the Master Plan and reality, MCD started a reform process by the end of 2003. With USAID as its main partner, MCD looked into possible alterations of Delhi's bylaws that might soften those inconsistencies and produce policies closer aligned with local necessities and aspirations. By 2005, the project produced draft amendments to the bylaws and to the DMC Act, as well as guidelines for the preparation of local area plans. In that same year, the project was continued and local area pilot plans with input from local stakeholders were developed. By 2008, when USAID published a report on the project, the pilot projects were near delivery [24] .
Lessons learned: Lack of institutional capacity: USAID identified a lack of capacity in both the government and the private sector [24] . The MCD had a small number of urban planners among its staff, while the consultants hired to implement the pilot projects had little to no experience in such a complex process. In fact, most consultancy firms did not have the multidisciplinary team the process required, and were forced to assemble professionals from elsewhere, which was, in some cases, detrimental to the projects.
Challenges to LAP boundaries: Each local area has its own characteristics that need to be taken into consideration when the determining LAP boundaries. Its density, built environment, land use, etc. should make an area somewhat homogeneous, so that issues are clear and unique, and there is no under or overrepresentation of a group. Additionally, LAP boundaries have to conform to higher level plans (such as Delhi's Master Plan).
Data: LAP requires data on an area's properties, population, services, infrastructure etc. These need to be accurate and up-to-date, as well as easily accessible and understandable that is, available in the form of statistics, charts, maps, etc. MCD's data was inaccurate and outdated, which demanded an effort on surveying the pilot areas for a more accurate diagnosis of the area's ailments and advantages [24] . One particular issue on which is hard to obtain information was property ownership.
LAP cannot substitute a Master Plan: As mentioned above, LAPs have to conform to higherlevel plans. If those plans are restricting or outdated there is little LAP can do to overcome those features.
Challenges of public participation: Stakeholders can often concentrate in their own interests and overlook others' concerns. Urban settings, in particular, can present a complex quilt of stakeholders and competing interests. Hence, participation processes need to use tools that lead towards unity and consensus. The government also needs to be able to respond to citizens' concerns and commit to the results so that trust is built with users.
Greater political context: As mentioned above, when the pilot projects started, the consultancy firms had to perform area surveys to produce updated and accurate data. However, simultaneously, the authorities started a policy of sealing and demolishing illegal constructions that made efforts for surveying any given area particularly difficult. Furthermore, buy-in from authorities is crucial to assure the project's credibility with citizens as well as assure the project in taken forward.
Case 2: Bhagidari Scheme
Starting point and developments:
Top-down approach. The Delhi government, with aid from a consultancy firm, created the program's concept and structure and launched it in 2000. Bhagidari sought to promote a partnership between government and citizens to improve life in Delhi, enlisting partners, or Bhagdars, to collaborate with government agencies on identifying and solving urban issues. Bhagdars were mainly representatives of resident welfare associations (RWAs) and bureaucrats from public utility agencies, but also members of market and industrial associations and authorized residential colonies [25] . Despite being a volunteer-based program, more than a thousand Bhagdars would join the program during the following decade.
While the program lacked planning features, it allowed for the improvement of services provision and the implementation of small urban improvement projects. Projects such as drainage systems and signage used funds from the My Delhi, I Care Fund, which allotted up to INR 50.00 lakhs for each of Delhi's revenue district. During its tenure, the program underwent a decentralisation process, with the creation of coordinators at the revenue district level. The administrative structure of the scheme also included a Bhagidari cell in the Chief Minister's office and nodal departments in the general administration department, which provided financial and administrative support.
Lessons learned:
Resistance to a new concept: Bhagidari had to deal with resistance, both from government officials and citizens. Bureaucrats felt threatened by the perceived erosion of power, as well as, for some, the increased accountability that would shed light into and hinder corrupt practices [25] . At the same time, citizens were used to have communication with the government through channels for the redressal of grievances, instead of sharing responsibility in moulding and improving Delhi.
Elite capture: Bhagidari has been accused of systematically excluding renters, squatters and low-income citizens in favour of middle-class property-owners [26] . The scheme only allowed RWAs to participate, although such bodies represent only a small percentage of residents (less than 25% in 2004, according to a government report). Additionally, the close connection the program fostered between participants created a parallel system of governance, granting those representatives unmatched access to government officials and shutting out other citizens. Furthermore, while participants who are granted such access see their projects advance, other participants complain about the low implementation rate and the lack of accountability by lower level officials.
Failure to institutionalise:
The government that introduced Bhagidari was never able to institutionalise it. In fact, the program relied heavily on the political influence of then Chief Minister of Delhi, Sheila Dikshit. Hence, when a new political party came to power, the program did not continue, despite overall approval from citizens. Today, there is no active Bhagidari cell.
City: Bangalore
Context: Like many other cities in India, Bangalore does not have a strong municipal government. In fact, despite the mandate by the 74th Constitutional Amendment for devolution of responsibilities, State agencies provide and regulate many of Bangalore's basic services (like water and electricity). There is a disconnect between citizens' aspirations and agencies actions, which has inspired several organizations to act. Below, case studies involving Janaagraha, Next Bangaluru and the Neighborhood Improvement Partnership Challenge are summarised.
Case 1: Janaagraha
Starting point and developments: Given this context, in 2001, Janaagraha, a nongovernmental organization (NGO) was created to promote democratic participation as a means to improve the city. Janaagraha's first campaign, executed between December 2001 and May 2002, was built around the concept of participatory budgeting − despite a lack of institutional mandate for so. The NGO worked to involve citizens in the allocation of resources for local development at the ward level. Following, Janaagraha had a campaign focused on creating a "vision" for each ward with citizens' input between June and December 2003.
Lessons learned: Issues with coverage: Despite designing its first campaign to include participation from every spectrum of society, Janaagraha failed to reach to the urban poor [27] . The NGO later designed a specific campaign to cover that gap with mixed results. What is clear from this case and from the literature, however, is that the urban poor face greater challenges to access initiatives such as this one. There is a need of specific efforts to access them and include them in the participatory process.
Lack of institutional mandate or support:
The involvement of citizens, elected representatives and public administration was fundamental for the results described above. In fact, of the 15 wards Janaagraha identified as possible locations for the project, only 10 had representatives interested in it − hence only those areas participated in the project, with varying degrees of success. Furthermore, even when there are positive results, the lack of a formal mechanism for its recognition by the government apparatus may still prevent it from being implemented [12] .
Citizens' interest: Despite the lack of a formal mandate, more than 100,000 citizens took part in Janaagraha's campaigns over a two-year period. There is a clear desire − at least in a subset of the population − to improve the urban experience.
Case 2: Next Bengaluru
Starting point and developments: In 2009, under Germany's National Policy for City Development, the city of Hamburg received a project entitled Next Hamburg, aimed at creating a vision for the city through a collaborative process. Due to the success of its bottom-up approaches, the project was expanded to other cities in the world, under the realm of the NGO Next and local partners. In 2013, Next partnered with MOD Institute to implement Next Bengaluru. With two phases so far, one general about Bangalore, and another, more specific, looking at Shantinagar, Next Bengaluru is supposed to be an ongoing project.
Lessons learned: Connection between participatory process and implementation:
Next Bangaluru produced an array of tangible solutions for urban improvement. These ideas, however, have not been further developed − there are no technical specifications or financial information. The project is ongoing, which could signify more details forthcoming. However, though Next Bangaluru so far has been successful in creating ideas and bringing people together, there has not been any infrastructural change on the ground. Channels and tools for accessibility: Next Bangaluru used several channels to reach citizens, allowing (theoretically) all to participate in the process of discussing the city's future. Additionally, the organization experimented with different tools for collecting and exposing ideas, making complex issues more approachable and the ensuing discussion accessible to all.
Case 3: The Neighbourhood Improvement
Partnership Challenge
Starting point and developments:
Citizen engagement in neighbourhood planning: In 2015, the Citizens for the City initiative was set up by United Technologies Corporation (UTC) to support community engagement for sustainable development. Under this initiative was set up the Neighbourhood Improvement Partnership challenge in the city of Bangalore to encourage citizen to engage with the city as problem solvers with local governments. The Challenge sought to select and financially support neighbourhood led sustainable civic improvement solutions to address the many problems faced by the city.
Lessons learned:
Apprehensions of engagement from the municipal corporation Though the initiative and ideas put forth by the citizens have been widely appreciated amongst the government officials, the lack of set principles of citizen engagement led the official to take a less active role in the challenge. Also the limited engagement of local councillors/elected representatives in the wards in which these projects have been proposed was seen as possible hurdle in the successful implementation of these projects.
Limited citizen capacity to formulate replicable and scalable solutions While many of the robust communities were able toformulate workable neighbourhood solutions, a large majority lacked the capacity to analyse the problem to its root causality, leading to many of the proposed projects being myopic in their impact. The limited ability to recognise the type of skill sets required in the team also restricted their ability to propose implementable and financially viable solutions.
Successful model of private investment in city projects The challenge paved the way in setting up a model of engagement for citizens, experts and investors to engage with the municipal corporation to implement neighbourhood scale projects.
City: Mumbai
Context: In 2009, the Maharashtra State government introduced legislation that allows for cluster redevelopment in the State. Based on the redevelopment model followed in Hong Kong and Singapore, the Cluster redevelopment is a form of land development where principal buildings and structures are clubbed together on a site for redevelopment and a major portion of the site is left open for recreation and infrastructural facilities. Following, a large-scale project for redeveloping Bhendi Bazaar, a 200-year-old market area of Mumbai and home to some 20,000 people with precarious infrastructure, was put forward by a community group.
Bottom-up approach. The non-profit Saifee Burhani Upliftment Trust (SBUT) was created by the Dawoodi Bohras community, an Islamic sect that comprises about 70% of the population of Bhendi Bazaar [28] . Their goal is to improve the infrastructure of the area, while keeping the bustling characteristics of a street market this size. In order to do so, SBUT had to acquire consent from at least 70% of the area population, which can be partially credited to the project's participatory approach.
Lessons learned: "Homogeneous" communities: As exemplified by the SBUT, buy-in for a project by communities bound by a common objective that arises of a homogeneity either political, economic, social or religious is usually easier to achieve. Homogeneous communities share desires/goals and share a sense of trust that puts them at an advantage from the very beginning of a participatory process towards a single agreed-upon outcome. In the present case it is suggested that the SBUT has taken up this complex and expensive redevelopment task as Bhendi Bazaar forms the religious headquarters for the Dawoodi Bohras, who constitute about 70% of the population in the area [28] . Nevertheless, the apparent homogeneity may muffle dissonant voices, forcing them to acquiesce to the majority, as some accuse the Bhendi Bazaar project of promoting.
City: Pune
Context: As in other cities of India, Pune has a macro-level development plan that does not translate well into the reality on the ground. In particular, Pune's development plan sets out goals based on the funds disbursed on projects, instead of their impact on citizens' lives.
Starting point and developments: NGO Janwani advocates for better quality of life in Pune. One of their projects involved the concept of local area planning as a tool to achieve that objective. Over three months, the NGO worked in three areas of Pune, trying to understand its mains issues and produce possible solutions.
Lessons learned: Project Implementation: While Janwani's project had no official connection to the government or local agencies [29] , the NGO was able to present the results to elected representatives. The NGO is working towards including the projects in Pune Municipal Corporation's budget, at the will of the elected representatives − which illustrates the issue with a lack of a formal mechanism to translate a citizen's initiative in an official project by the local administration.
Building transparency The Janwani Initiative has help build a lot more transparency in the functioning of the initiative with the overall municipal budget now being discussed in public forums and shared through media reports [30] . It has also made citizens aware of their rights.
Exclusive process The process has been successful only with a few sections of the society, namely the middle upper middle class citizens. Another major aspect to note is the exclusion of the local corporators in the process which have led to problems in implementation [30] .
From the non-institutionalised cases stated above is evident, the varied scales of citizen self-organisation to address issues city planning. Also evident are the levels of success of the initiatives based on the local government buy in and participation.
Programmes such as participatory budgeting in Pune and NIPC in Bangalore have paved inroads for integrating citizen voice in planning and exhibits a potential for scaling up, though limited by the lack of formal and institutionalised mechanisms and channels of engagement with local government. The unclear and less than transparent engagement process also limits the potential of sourcing private investment support, to fund neighbourhood scale civic projects, a need for many cash strapped city municipalities today.
The lack of successful participatory process is also accentuated by the inherent lack of capacity amongst citizen groups and government officials alike to engage in planning processes. This was an aspect particularly evident in the NIPC, USAID and Bhagidari programmes. Capacity building, transparent avenues of engagement for all involved emerge as key elements in shifting engagement from redressal model to participative solution finding followed by successful implementation.
Discussions

Devolution of Powers and Achieving Citizen Participation is an Incremental Process
In 1969, Sherry Arnstein wrote a seminal article, in which she introduced the concept of a "ladder of citizen participation [31] ". Arnstein devised an eight-tiered ladder, having as a starting point, the notion that citizen participation is only possible and meaningful when there is redistribution of power. In the bottom two steps, there are methods that do not constitute participation − manipulation and therapy. The three middle steps are what the author entitled tokenism, where there is interaction with stakeholders, but not an actual redistribution of power. In this level, methods are informing, consultation, and placation. Finally, in the higher three steps, citizens display some power − through partnership, delegation of power, and citizen control. Enabling true and effective citizen participation in an existing administrative set up is a complex process with challenges such as finding an amicable power and responsibility distribution framework, a building of additional capacity amongst both, government officials and citizens alike [24] , ensuring fair civil society representation and enabling resources to support it. Decentralisation of power requires institutional, legislative and polictial support at bTa le 2. Stakeholders, participation methodologies and finance models adopted by the initiatives.  Data gathering and production (surveys and creation of maps);
Participants involved
Participation to define each area limits and understanding  Data analysis; stakeholder involvement in the form of consultations to guide the work by consultants and assure their ideas and proposals were aligned  Proposals. so far has not included local input  Membership workshops: Conducted three times a year, to introduce new Bhagdars to the scheme and train them  Thematic workshops: participants discuss specific issues in small groups to produce a solution by consensus  Review process: Meeting with RWA members in each revenue area to check status of projects  The model looked at engaging citizens as partners of change  The citizens could engage in the challenge through their local resident welfare associations or civil societies ensuring consensus and a broader and inclusive approach to problem solving.  The challenge invited ideas for across the city through a website conducting multiple capacity building workshops on formulation of ideas, projects, implementation and budgeting plans.  The selected teams would be provided with financial assistance to implement the project working in collaboration with the local government agencies Although current residents will occupy 80% of the project, the remaining 20% will be available for sale. Given the high real estate prices in Mumbai, those 20% should cover the project costs. SBUT will cover any shortfalls, through funds raised by the Bohras community.
Participative budgetting in Pune
Lead partners: Janwani Other partners  Citizens  Pune Municipal Corporation  Surveys of the areas and dialogues with local residents and their representatives were conducted to identify "liveability [1] factors in areas, from physical structure to services, in order to better understand their issues and prepare local area plans.
Janwani has a number of donors and supporters, from government agencies to private companies and individuals.
varied levels of governance. Even with the considerable develolution of funds and extensive adult education and empowerment program in Kerala, the impact was considerably hampered by the inability of the system to convert vocalised concerns into implementable solutions. The Keralan model of implementation was on of 'action first, preconditions later' Reversing the order of conventional wisdom on decentralization, the LDF government earmarked the 35%−40% of funds for local self-government institutions instead of waiting for gradual building of administrative capacity [9] . This lead to many projects not seeing the light of the day and the under utilisation of the designated funding [32] . There is a need for a structured stagewise inplementation stategy for develotion of powers.
Building Trust to Enable Devolution of Powers
A general lack of clarity in roles and responsibilities in the process contribute to a perceived threat and aresistance in the devolution of powers in governance. Municipal agencies hold many of the functions recommended to be transferred to ward committees, and while transferring them could benefit residents with swifter service, it is perceived as a threat that could harm coordination at the municipal level and raise costs. This state of mistrust lies just as much between government bureaucrats and elected representatives as with citizens and governmentalike [30] . Local area projects are limited to neighbourhoods and wards and are mandated to follow city master plans [24] . While citizen groups may bring in many skill and financial resources the intent of many projects inherently remains myopic in nature. As was the case with NIPC where citizens have been encouraged to develop solutions for problems faced in the neighbourhood. It is in the onus of the administration to vet such projects for viability and ensure the integration the protection of the underlyingprinciples of the master plan.
In parallel is the perceived threat of erosion of powers leading to cases where the effectiveness of decision making and impact of local are committees are significantly hampered by red tape, bureaucracy, and required approval from the State, with state governments tending to hold most relevant powers and exercising them through the Municipal commissioner.
Fair Representation is of Paramount Importance
While the roles and responsibilities and the powers that are legislated to the ward committees are significant, the objective of the CAA is diluted, if such committees don't serve citizen representation platform for a continued negotiation with the administration. A case particular to urban areas, is the reducing proximity of the citizen to the government due to the limitation of number of ward committees [7] . In greater Mumbai, ward committees represent 7.4 lakh population, 2 lakhs in Nashik and 33,000 in West Bengal [7] . West Bengal and Kerala has been able to maintain one of the better populations to ward committee ratios. The West Bengal Municipal mandating a model of representation that varies with the changing ward population [10] . A case can be made here for alternate strategies to ensure good representation when in megacities such as Mumbai. Considering high and growing densities in the wards, the committees structure themselves can be made much more granular by the introduction of the CPL. In this case, the smallest unit of administration would be the Area Sabhas, from where representatives will be elected into the committee. Alternatively the 'Community development society (CDS) − Neighbourhood Group' [19] model in Kerala will provide a frame work for existing active civil groups to integrate into the formal decision making system. The examples of citizen led initiatives from Bangalore and the ALMs from Mumbai exhibit varying competencies of citizens to build viable proposals. While citizens have the advantage of building solutions crafted for the neighbourhood the plans and proposals need to adhere to larger city and zonal plans and nominated members to the Committee help negotiate and ensure developing viability in solutions. There needs to be fine balance between the interest of the city and the interest of the neighbourhood and at the same ensuring a platform for citizen voice. A balance between nominated and the elected representatives and a mandated representation from all constituent stakeholders of the neighbourhood to be able to comprehensively address the diversity and complexity of different urban areas remains significant in this process.
While there needs to be strategies to ensure interests of all groups are protected and provided for, the given diversity of urban areas in Indian cities have led to an uneven representations of interests. There have been cases where the ward committees have been interpreted as platforms to protect the interests of primarily low income groups (Cases such as in Kerala [33] and Mumbai, Maharashtra) leading to citizens belonging to the middle income spectrum losing interest in the system and looking at alternate ways to engage with the government (Such as development of ALMs in Mumbai). To be fair, the needs and aspirations of different income groups may be very diverse, given the possible variations in service provision, socio-economic and cultural backgrounds and achieving consensual representation of interests may be complicated. While Ward committees are constituted by administrative boundaries of a ward, sub-dividing planning areas within on the basis of common socio-culural and economic back drops with allocated budgets might help protect interests of all groups. These plans can then feed back into an overall ward development plan.
Another strategy that might help build more homogenised approaches planning for the neighbourhood is by clubbing homogenised interests. The Siliguri model has created subcommittees within the ward committee with focus areas such as conservancy, construction and health. Siliguri Municipal Corporation has had ward committees functional even before the 74th CAA. In its subcommittees one ward council member is made the convenor and additional population is drawn from the general population to supervise developmental works and the everyday functioning of the concerned functions [10] . Beneficiary committees have been effective as well in the representation of low income and slum groups.
Enabling Resources and Support Systems
Building supportive frameworks that enable participative planning has been a gap that has not been addressed effectively by many states in the implementation of the 74th CAA. This an aspect that requires intervention not only both within the government but also within citizens. On this front, the provisions made by the state of Kerala in setting up of multiple institutional and legislative support systems remain one of the most elaborate efforts in the country. Citizen engagement is a complex process and while initiatives such as Bhagidari have tried to resolve this with capacity building workshops within the government and amongst citizens. One significant change essential is the shift in the nature of engagement with the government from purely that of redressal to one of collaborative solution building. Building viable solutions to neighbourhood level issues will help citizens to more effectively engage with ULBs. While initiative such as Bhagidari, the Kerala people movement and citizen led initiatives in Bangalore have provided good models to follow, citizen engagement itself is a complex process and local bodies may not have sufficient in-house capabilities to implement them. In such cases alternate strategies such as engaging academic institutions and other organisations to act as a mediatory will help effectively bridge the gap as has been proven effective in many cases. While Janwani in the Pune participatory budgeting imitative is one case example, the Kerala government has also looked at engaging institutions in capacity building drives as well.
The insignificant budgetary allocations have been a hindering factor for ward committees in exercising any real development responsibility. Limited budgetary allocations leave wards very little power and curtail their ability to address ground issues. In the case of the ward committees in Kerala, after the change of political leadership, a major portion of the funds initially allocated for local projects had been earmarked for state initiatives, leaving little for the committee to work with [32] . Strategies such as the provision by the Bengal state for the reallocation of a certain revenue percentage generated in the area, to the Ward committee for development works are effective models that will help incentivise ward level development works. While this model may incentivise development, such approaches may lead to prioritisation of only those projects that will contribute to increasing revenue of the area, over socially benefitting projects. The PPP model for civic interventions in Karnataka could be an alternative funding mechanism that may be adopted − as part of a municipal government initiative in Bengaluru allowed for private financing in local are civic infrastructure projects. On adhering to guidelines set up by the council to protect public interest, the model allowed the businesses to fund and implement infrastructure such as signage, street furniture, bus stops under the supervision of the local body. Models such as these if transparent will allow more citizen-led and funded projects in local areas. A similar model was followed by the Citizens led NIPC initiative and has proven successful as well. However, it must be noted that such PPP models can be effective in only bridging viability and cannot be expected to completely replace government funding.
Building Transparency Through Platforms of Active and Passive Engagement
While urban areas have master plans, there is little evidence of Local Area Plans (LAPs) supporting the planning process. LAPs have the potential to be effective platforms to enable participative local area planning for economic and social development through inclusive and transparent processes [34] . Like city master plans they hold the potential to be help plan a vision for the area and build strategies to help achieve the same by a clear process of budget allocations, prioritisation of projects and also help plan for additional resources that may need to be sourced. Enabling multiple platforms of engagement enabling active participation will help build transparency by making information readily available. While e-governance platforms have proven to be very effective in cities across the world and India there have been many other technological platforms have been developed and are being used in the areas of collecting experience based data and allowing participation from different stakeholders. Technology tools have been designed to collect experience-based data about the living environment for both research purposes and to be used by planners. Tools have also been developed that enhance the participation of different stakeholder's processes along with allowing people to co-develop and customize them for participation in urban planning and community development, e.g.: Internet forums in Espoo are being used as forums for participation. The web-based arena allows to translate the inhabitants' knowledge to a form that suits the planning procedures [35] . Movements such as open government and government 2.0 that look at encouraging open, collaborative technologies that enable easier collaboration between citizens and governments along with making available data for companies to be able to develop apps, websites and mashups for the benefit of the citizens [36] .
However, the success of purely technology based engagement systems may be hindered by limited access and allow the participation from only specific sections of society. Hybrid models and on-ground engagement centres for events, works shops, providing for citizen feedback and ideas, will allow a more balanced percolation of the participative practises and dissemination of information. One of the successful models adapted by the Next Bengaluru project was setting up on ground and online interactive platforms to address the different levels of participation, given the less than homogeneous societal structure of most wards.
Effective participative planning practices can enable decentralisation of powers using multiple channels of citizen engagement, through institutionalised processes and citizen-led engagements. Ward committees and similar decentralised units of administration hold the potential to a seamless channel of direct engagement with the administrative and planning processes. They can ensure a fair representation of the ward and a fair distribution of resources, development is directed in consensus with citizens.
Devolution of power to ward committees have also been perceived as a threat that can harm co-ordination at municipal level and raise costs for administration. Participative processes may be potentially a waste of resources if the discussion is not considered seriously and is conducted in a tokenistic approach [37] . It may also run the risk of bad policy outcomes, if the discussion group do not fairly represent the community interests and voices, a fact resonating the significance of fair representation processes required in the constitution of ward committees. Participative planning processes are certainly an added cost to the government and the the question of whether the expense is better utilised in implementation is always in contention. However what needs to be taken into consideration building in a participative planning process reducing the probability of litigation, provides an opportunity for both the citizens and the government officials to be educated from each other on stances taken on specific issues, helps build trust and allay hostility and help in better policy and implementation decisions [37] .
Conclusions
It can be argued that the process of building capacity for participative planning is an incremental one, similar to the analogy used by Sherry Arnstein and may form the basis of developing a constructive stage wise implementation strategy, starting with the lowest rung of building efficient interactive information dissemination systems. The development of powers and resources can be made available to committees incrementally, post evidence of competance in the different levels up the ladder, ensuring an impactful use of resources and a sustained implemetation.
Defining clear roles and responsibilities along with dissemination of information will help mitigate misunderstanding and perceptions of loss of power. There is also the pertinent argument that the real devolution of powers will require a reform of the urban governance structure and a localised decision making power structure (such as from office of the mayor) will help greater transparency and accountability [38] .
The number of allowable ward committees and the representation per capita population, the selection and the composition, ensuring representation of diverse groups such as minorities, elderly, all genders and working sections are critical components in the devolution of power. Models that allow a granular representation such as the CPL or the Kerala CDS models may help overcome a widening citizen-administration distance. Fair representation of all interests through constitution of subject driven subcommittees can facilitate a more consensual development strategy for the area.
Financing models and capacity building still remain the enabling frameworks for the initial stages of participative planning implementation. While alternative funding models such as PPP should be made available, models such as that provided by the state of W. Bengal provide an incentivised model for area development. In the face of limited resources and capacity for participative planning, engagement of institutions to act as bridges between citizens and administration have proven to be effective and may help building in greater transparency and trust into the process. Different engagement models have proved successful in different urban areas for varied objectives. Strong citizen led initiatives also have definite associated advantages. Often formed in attempts to bridge local issues, these groups have clear and consolidated mandates, are self-organised, motivated to take ownership of projects. They are naturally homogeneous in their composition and they hold the potential to source diverse skills sets from the neighbourhood skill pool. They also are able to leverage private resources and funding due to better accountability. Considering the complexity of the issue, city governments will need to make available different channels of engagement and participation such as being able to engage with such self-organised groups, amongst other things. These engagements will also essentially need to tie together into a comprehensive local area development plan and ensure optimal utilisation of all available resources. City governments should look at citizen engagement both through institutionalised structures such as ward committees and others such as citizen-led groups to act as active partners in the co-creation of the policy and planning process.
